The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was not witten for
publication and is not binding precedent of the Board.
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Before FLEM NG LALL, and DI XON, Adm ni strative Patent Judges.

LALL, Adm nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U. S.C. § 134 from
the Exam ner's final rejection® of clains 1 to 14, which
constitute all the clains in the application.

The di sclosed invention is directed to a control for a
switched reluctance notor (srnm) and includes neans for detecting
magni tude of current flowing in the nmachi ne wi ndi ng and neans

responsive to the detecting neans for controlling conmutation of

! An anendnent after the final rejection was filed as
Paper No. 18, however, the Exam ner did not approve its entry
into the record, see Paper No. 19.
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the switched reluctance machine in four finite states in
dependence upon the detected current magnitude flowing in the
machi ne wi ndi ng during each of the four finite states wthout
determ ning machine rotor position. Caim1lis reproduced bel ow
for further understanding of the invention.

1. Acontrol for a switched reluctance machi ne having a
machi ne rotor and a nachi ne wi nding coupled to a power

converter, conpri sing:

means for detecting a magnitude of current flowing in the
machi ne wi ndi ng; and

means responsive to the detecting neans for controlling
commut ati on of the switched reluctance nachine in four
finite states in dependence upon the detected current
magni tude flowi ng in the machi ne wi ndi ng during
each of said four finite states w thout determ ning
machi ne rotor position.

The Exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

MacM nn et al. (MacM nn) 4,739, 240 Apr. 19,
1988
Lyons et al. (Lyons) 5, 140, 244 Aug. 18, 1992

Claims 1 to 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Lyons in view of MacM nn

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellant and the
Exam ner, we nmake reference to the brief and the answer for

their respective details thereof.
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OPI NI ON
We have considered the rejections advanced by the Exam ner
and the supporting argunents. W have, |ikew se, reviewed the
Appel l ant's argunents set forth in the brief.
W reverse.
In our analysis, we are guided by the general proposition
that in an appeal involving a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103,

an examner is under a burden to nake out a prima facie case of

obvi ousness. If that burden is net, the burden of going forward

then shifts to the applicant to overcone the prima facie case

w th argunment and/or evidence. Obviousness is then determ ned
on the basis of the evidence as a whole and the relative

per suasi veness of the argunents. See In re Cetiker, 977 F. 2d

1443, 1445, 24 USPQRd 1443, 1444 (Fed. Cir. 1992); In re Hedges,

783 F.2d 1038, 1039, 228 USPQ 685, 686 (Fed. Cir. 1986); ILn re
Pi asecki, 745 F.2d 1468, 1472, 223 USPQ 785, 788 (Fed. Cr

1984); and In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 1052, 189 USPQ 143,

147 (CCPA 1976). W are further guided by the precedent of our
reviewing court that the limtations fromthe disclosure are not

to be inported into the clains. 1n re Lundberg, 244 F.2d 543,

113 USPQ 530 (CCPA 1957); In re Queener, 796 F.2d 461, 230 USPQ
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438 (Fed. Cir. 1986). W also note that the argunents not nade
separately for any individual claimor clains are considered

wai ved. See 37 CFR § 1.192(a) and (c). In re Baxter Travenal

Labs., 952 F.2d 388, 391, 21 USPQ2d 1281, 1285 (Fed. Cr. 1991)

(“I't is not the function of that court to examne the clains in
greater detail than argued by an appellant, |ooking for

nonobvi ousness di stinctions over the prior art.”); Inre
Wechert, 370 F.2d 927, 936, 152 USPQ 247, 254 (CCPA 1967)(“This
court has uniformy followed the sound rule that an issue raised

bel ow which is not arqued in that court, even if it has been

properly brought here by reason of appeal is regarded as
abandoned and will not be consi dered. It is our function as a

court to decide disputed issues, not to create them"”).

ANALYSI S

At the outset, we note that Appellant elects to have al
the clains stand or fall together, see brief at page 3.

We consider independent claiml first. On page 4 of the
Exam ner's answer, the Exam ner asserts that "Lyons et al '244
states that the systemof control is that of well known systens
including MacMnn et al. '240 which illustrates a four quadrant
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comut ation controller for a switched reluctance notor 10.
Thus, it would have been obvious ... to utilize Lyons et al
within a four quadrant srmas it is stated as known in the art."
Appel | ant argues, brief at page 5, that "an indication of rotor
position is obtained in each of the systens disclosed in the
Lyons et al. and the MacM nn et al. patents.” Furthernore,
Appel | ant argues, id.,

that "neither Lyons et al. nor MacMnn et al. discloses or
suggests that it would be desirable or even possible to control
a switched reluctance machi ne without determ ning machine rotor
position."

I n response, the Exam ner anal yzes Lyons and MacM nn on pages 5
and 6 of the Exam ner answer and concludes, id. at page 6, that
"[al]s with the instant invention, a current detection is
provided to comutate the notor." Exam ner further asserts,
id., that "[t]he instant invention detects the bus voltage 54
whi ch conpares this value with reference |evels 76, 78, 80, 82
to determine current values I1-15 which are provided to the
Finite State Machine 74 (see figure 4). Phase currents (not

| abelled in figure 4) are also provided. The finite state
machi ne determ nes the state or quadrant of operation (see
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figure 5) and controls the communtation sw tching based on the
detection.”

However, we disagree wth the Exam ner's position. Like
Appel l ant, we note in MacMnn, item 38 as the resolver or the
rotation position sensor which is necessary for the control of
the SRM 10. Thus, the estimate or the sensing of the rotational
position of the rotor is necessary for the control operation of
the srmin MacM nn. Lyons, on the other hand, deals with a | ock
detector for a swtched reluctance notor position estimator. It
nmonitors the rotor angle estimates froman srmestimator to nmake
sure that the estimator is accurately tracking rotor position,
see abstract. Lyons shows the state of the prior art in figure
1B where the machine control neans is showmn at 50. It is the
rotor angle 2 going to the control means 50 which Lyons is
directed to inprove. Lyons does not show that its control neans
operates w thout an angle sensor. Figure 4 shows the manner in
whi ch Lyons inproves on the machine control signal going to
control neans 50. Note that to obtain the output fromitem 100
in figure 4 of Lyons, a rotational position sensor signal is
necessary at control logic 90. Therefore, it is clear that
Lyons also utilizes a rotational position sensor output for

6
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provi ding an i nproved signal to the control neans 50 of the
prior art as shown by Lyons in Figures 1A and 1B. Thus, we
agree with Appellant that both MacM nn and Lyons each utilize
the output of a rotational position sensor to provide control
means for the srm Therefore, we cannot sustain the obviousness
rejection of claim1 and its independent clains 2 to 5.

Wth respect to the other two independent clainms, 6 and 11
we find that they too each contain the same limtation as claim

1
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Therefore, for the sanme rationale we cannot sustain the
obvi ousness rejection of clains 6 and 11 and the dependent
claims 7 to 10 and 12 to 14, respectively.

I n conclusion, the decision of the Exam ner rejecting
claims 1 to 14 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103, over Lyons in view of
MacM nn is reversed

REVERSED

JOSEPH L. DI XON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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